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The Pr1mary Tra1t System (PTS) was deV1sed by the Nat1ona1 Assessment
‘of Educat1ona1 Progress (NAEP) in order to score 1arge numbers of - natura]
'%wr1t1ng samp]es Essentia]]y, PTS seeks to Judge the writer's ab111ty to

N ach1eve the purpose of h1s/her wr1t1ng, whether the purpose is expreSS1vQ\

explanatory, or persuas1ve

-

The Writing Research “and Resdurces Rroaect at CEMREL was 1nterested 1n
f1nd1ng out ‘what pedagog1ca1 uses PTS m1ght serve, apart\from the obv1ous
one of prov1d1ng a means to assess students wr1t1ng Therefore, proJect

-~ staff 1n col]aborat1on with 11 teachers dev1sed the. study reported here. )

It is 1mportant for the reader to- rea11ze that the pr1mary/goa1 'of the

’ study.was a descr1pt1ve one. Nhat uses of PTS would teachers dvscover 1n N

the1r c1assrooms7 Y ‘ , ‘
2 ' y : CT S

In vary1ng numbers, teachers reported the fol]ow1ng uses:

- ‘0. PTS helped ; clarify the obJect1ves of the 1esson, L ,.

0 PTS prov1ded a way to formulate ass1gnmepts,

0 PIS prov1ded a means to analyze and to respond to students

wr1t1ngs, -
/o PTS helped students evaluate and respond to the wr1t1ng of peers, .
/ o PTS provided a means for assess1ng students' Qﬁperéa-;;d ' i-lvﬂ
o PTS affected.students' background read1ng ab111ty o /,
B : . _ dl | ‘l'/ ) .J‘T‘_ | /

In the 1ast few years, teacheas of compos1t1on have been urged by

researchers and theoret1c1ans to adopt a “process“ approach emphas1z1ng
?
how students wr1te as opposed to~emphas1z1ng the product. The National

Assessment of Educational Programs “(NAEP) developed e Pr1mary Trait

'-System of Scor1ng which was. deS1gned to perm1t evaluatiom of wr1t1ng
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, .

1n an obJect1ve way but wh1ch does not're]y on_scoring'surface/features'
) , ; _

;

: such as’ mechan1cs, grammar spe111ng, etc. ' R

-

wh11e the assessment value of PTS 1s clear the 1nstruct1ona1 mer1ts

[N

. of the system have gone 1arge1y unstud1ed a]though severa\ wr1ters ! .

Vo TR

(Lloyd Jones, 1977 K]aus, 1982; and Spande] 1981) nmp]y that teachers

©.can adapt the pr1nc1pa15 of PT§ for-1nstruct1ona1 use
- .

-
o
a ‘ . )

' The Probiem

- Y
.

The obv1ous d1ff1cu1ty w1th the PTS for’ 1nstruct1ona1 use is the

. ;development -of a workable curracu]um of pr1mary tra1ts. Desp1te thei

1nterest in~PTS, theorists and researchers have not been able to develop
. : .

. d list of traits. wh1ch are "acceptable“ as embody1ng/tﬁ///r1nc1p1es of

| PTS theory. Indeed a]thoUgh PTS has been used for d1str1ct-w1de eva]ua-"

‘ t1on of students wr1t1ng skills, the exerc1ses used are common?y those ‘\1‘
7created and used by NAEP. Q)scuss1ons~1n the 11terature of PTS also |

- confine themse]ves to the same four or f1ve common1y accepted pr1mary - \1

]

vtra1ts “andsto the ‘same~situations. Ih”t is, tpe persuas1ve exerc1se 1s
commonly a 1etter to an authority f1gure advocatﬂng ‘a change or defend1ng\\\ ¢
the status guo through rational argument. Fg; primary. tha1t 1ist envi-

'sioned“by L1oyd-Jones (1977) has. yet to be discovered. '.A\

Theoret1ca1 Framework: . ° = A~ L

Unt11 fa1r1y recent]y, most sty1e handbooks have ‘paid attention to
modes of discourse: narrat1on, descr1pt1on, expos1t1on, and argumenta-

tion. In 1971, K1nneavy pub11shed A Theory of D1scourse in wh1ch he.

argued that purpose i all. "The a1m of d1scourse determines everyth1ng
l

e\se in the process of d1scourse.“ For Kinneavy, modes areﬂ1mportant on1y

as the means‘;or accomp11shsng a g1ven pﬁrpose. He suggests that a theory

"""_' 5 ' ' . , £
.)-~ . N
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of Tanguage and a theory of d1SCOurse wou]d be “crowned“ by a framework of

-

O
1.“'Refere§ce d1scourse 1th1s 1nc1udes scientific, exp]anatory, and
’1nformat1ve discourse and is interided to "designate or reproduce
-rea11ty "It is characterized by concern for Eactua11ty, compre-.
s hensiveness, ‘and careful use ot 1nduct1ve and deductive reason1ng
. It focuses on the'subJect at hand.

purposes of 1anguage. Hé 1dent1f1es four maJor purposes'
. N

o e
2. Persuasive- d1scourse " this 1s 1ntended to 1nduce the aud1ence to
choose or to prompt the reader to action. The focus 1s on the .o
audience:. .7 v . -
3.'.Express1ve discourse: this art1cu1ates the writer's. persona11ty
T or po1nt of view. Its focus 1s on the wr1ter. ' .

l

5 4. _L1terary d1scourse- this attempts to create a 1anguage structure .
K ‘ -worthy of appred1at1on in its own r1ght o, ' S

For Kinneavy, d)fferent purposes enta11 d1fferent thought processes, *

and resu1t mh p1eces of d1scdurse wh1ch have d1st1nct1ve sty11stic

\EEEELES and\organxzat1ona1 patterns. SK111 in accomp] shing one. purpose

-fdoes not imply skill jin accomp]ashhng other purposes. One.may be .able to

A '

write a good proJect report, but fa11 to wr1te persuasxve 1etters.

L]

In add1t1on to purpose current d1scourse theor1sts have tried to .f -

'3> eluc1date the ;mportance of aud1en¢e on the writer' s use of 1anguage.

This is not a’'new concern. Ar1stot1e ta]ks about the requ1s1tes of\ o
3persuasjon: estab11sh1ng a plaus1b1e ‘ethos, creat1ng a desired att1tude
in.the'aud1ence and demonstrat1ng the trdth--real\or apparent--of the

M3

af@uments. Nevertheless, audience has réceived neu attent1onc§rom
discourse theorists. Moffett/(1968) descr1bes the re1at1onsh1p between
wr1ter and audience US1ng a metaphor of physical space.

o In the 1nter1or mono]ogue, wr1ter and aud1ence are 1dent1ca1, there

is no separat1bn. D1alogue separates the two, a1though they re still

g

-close. F1na11y onggwr1te§ to an- aud1ence wh1ch is both 1arge and absent

At th1s extreme the wr1ter rece1ves no feedback from the audience.
N /. IS o

R
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_‘Moffétt'(1938)xﬁgsc}ibes how chahées %ﬁ’ﬁhe speaker-sUbject-audienée _

_relationships:ﬁarallel changes, in intél]ectdﬁ]*developmeht»but he'rejects

the notion fhétiany‘ope re]ationéhip_ié-more:impdrtant'fhan any other.

' . . ‘ »

* Primary Trait System~ _ | , | - .-

The préceding_discussioanrovidés a background for®understanding

leyd-Jones' work in PTS (1977). L]oyd-JoneéJbegins by defining "writing" Y
| as "diécoursg;";fhicﬁ he discusses in terms of its aihs, which relate to
thé‘functions“of language, andfén ferms of its features, which ﬁre'the'

separate}elements; deviéés, and mechanisms of 1angua§e§ Judgements?abodf

{

the quality of writing, he says, are primarily related to its aims. VYet

-

+ to be infé}mative about those‘judgements; one must be able t¢ describe the
writing in terms of its feaéures. He -then differentiates fwo kinds of |
holistjc tests. It s the sepond'kind.that concerns ‘us. PTS, hefgays,
"isolatesfsubcategorieé éf fhe universe of discourse. and rates writing

'samg)es;in terms of their abtness‘within”the prescribed range." PTS "is .

————%potenfﬁaﬂiy*moréfinformative," he concludes.

Lloyd-Jones. et al. devised_%he.primary traits a posteriori: -

"Perhaps in an ideal world of brilliant rhetoricians one would know -
in advance the features which would define a 2 or a 4 paper, but we
took papers .gathered in trial runs, examined them carefully to see
what features actually were chosen to solve thé rhetorica14problem,
and then wrote the descriptions to conform with the expectations

" established. by the sample. Usuéjly we found many quite legitimate
solutions which we had’not imagined.." . - ] R

To help categorize the writings at~which they looked, Lloyd-Jones and
his colleagues developed a triangular model, based largely on Kinneé;y'sv

purposes of discourse: m/

N . ‘ N
. .
o

Expressive (discoursek-d@iented).

Persuasive (audience-oriented)

. ’ I L
///" ] . . ‘ 7 )




© " %ith purpose ahd audience.’ Ethplesvof such traits

il
Ao

-
-

[N

writing tasks which, th§y hdpeqx @oU]d'elicit a_prima?y trai{;a

reported in'kIaus (]9@1,.19?2) include: .

‘From thiélcatégorization'of burpbse;[Lloyd Jones et al. deVeIOpedl

1.

Pretend tiat you are a-pair.of
~ kinds of tirings with your owne

are-going to wri
; B

’

i B B

/ )

I A

/s

!
]

!

j
- A . ’ . .4_:‘/. . .
Sometime$ people write quﬁlfog‘the‘fun ofeit.- This is a chance
. for you to have some fun wwitjngw -

/ .

‘and assigqménts

Y
ssociated

’

“tennis shoes. 'You{ve abne all
r in all kinds .of weather. - Now you

are being picked up again by your owner. Tell what you, as the"

tennis shoes, think about what's -going to happen to you. Tell us.
how you feel about yourtowner. 5 ’ . . o :

LT o ) . 4 S N
. Purpose: Expressive - - ‘

Primary Trait: .Expressi
’ a.role. -
v ‘ P

One of the things you do in'schooliis:to wrft@,} ports,
science, social studies, and othér subjects. }h%gjneijhat
ite -a report about the moon for! ur scjenc

. L ,/- ) P

In the box beléw'are’somg facts about the ﬁgbﬁ which yéu céﬁzuSé'

on ofiféeTiné,thfouQQ/elabordfTOn of
; R | 7

VA

2

i

AN

you
e class

7

in your report. - You may also add other facts that you remember. .

about the moon from your reading mu@c]assybom, from: telev
or from listening to‘people.  ' ' '

3.

provided—on—the—next—three—page51
an order that will-be clear and tnat will make sense to yﬂ

. classmates. - o

L}

FRCTS ABOUT THE MOON

made of rock _
mountainous, contains -
~ craters
covered with dust - _ >
no air or water I B

| no-plant or animal life | .

" Purpose: Explanation _ .
-Primary Trait: Explanation through significant orderin
, details. - '

ision,

.'/ (’

ol

]
1§
o't
2y

[
¢l

o : /
& ' i L
o o _ ; A
Write your report _as you would tell it to your class. Space is- “".
Be;supefto~neport_thewﬁactshjg;;“w;h

ur oo

AT ..“

\

71

¢

4

\

I l

N

Imagine that your principal asked fof suggestions about how é;///' ,

make things better in your school.r Write a letter to your

principal telling him just ONE thing you think should be c

N | - 53_ J -

hanged,

2]

7
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- ow to bring about the cpangé,fahd howvthe school wiii,berimproved
- by it. Space is provided below and-on the next two pages. Sign
your letter “"Chris Johnson." : . :

- Purpose: Persuasion , :
Primary Trait: Persuasion thirough invention of arguments and
' j appeals appropriate to a particular audience
7 ___. and situation. /-

‘In addition to %“e assignment, a four-poinf‘sca]e, ta1]éd a}scoring ‘
gUide; wéskdeve1ope&;fbr each e;eréiée, Thé défihitiqn of each score
pd&né desqribed the.aébree to which the ﬁfihaFy tféit-is.abparent in the
stddéntsf}baper. ]yp19911y, poﬁnts-were-néither given nor withheld because
of flaws 6%‘gfammarﬁpfgmechan1cs, a1th0ugh: in fact, NAEP ofteﬁ’conéidered

these as "se;ondary.traits" and assesséd.them as well. ‘A‘typ{Ca1 scoring

guide is reproduced. below: . B o ///

1. NO ESTABLISHMENT OF THE ROLE OF TENNIS SHOES. "Student composi‘
tions assigned to this category lack the fundamental element .of
the primary trait;-that is, they do not show evidence of a c1¢ar1y
established entry into the imaginary role of tennis shoes. Some
of these writings -are marked by a tendency to write about tennis
shoes, or about tennis, or about other related activities. 'They
are, in effect, limited to observation and do not achieve partici-

pation ‘in the:role.. Other writings .that would be assigned-to

category 1 might imply or project a role that cannot be definitely
 established as that of the tennis shoes. These compositions may

be so vague_that’they do not contain any details that are appli-

‘¢able either to the role of tennis shoes or to the status of

,)’ “having an owner, or they may contain details that are inconsistent
with the role of tennis shoes or with the QTatus of having an
owner., _ : - S : -

; . . | . o
L . . i : S
2. E§TABLISHMENT OF THE ROLE OF TENNIS SHOES. 'Writings assigned to
this category explicitly or implicitly establish .the role of
tennis shoes, but the elaboration is insufficient to endow the
‘role with a distinctive personality, or relationship to the owner.
Som@ of these compositions, for example, simply reponfséhared
experiences with the ownér without implying or directly expressing
any‘fge11ng§,about the experiences of the owner. Others express
feelings with little or no reference to particular -experiences to )
account. for the feelings, and still others report contradictory
feelings or experiences and thus project an inconsistent person-
ality or relationship to the owner. A1l such writings would bhe

assigned to category 2.

9




3. CLEAR ELABORATION OF THE ROLE OF TENNIS SHOES. Compositions in
this category not only establish the role of tenmis shoes, but
. also elaborate the role with details sufficient to endow it with

a clearly identifiable character, personality, or relationship to .

; the owner. Although successful.in clearly elaborating the role,

these compositions contain passages of irrelevant details, of .
mere reportage lacking in expressive purpose, of highly:general-

ized reportage, or brief changes and shifts away from the dominant

o _persoﬁETity\gr relationship to the owner. Overall, writings in
this categoryﬁang\less consistent, concrete, or appropriate in ‘
elaboration that category 4 papers. ' S o

!

4. VIVID AND CONSISTENT ELABORATION OF THE ROLE OF TENNIS -SHOES.

. Student writings -assigned to this category copsistently elaborate
the role with vivid details that-project a distinct personality
and relationship to the owner. Often highly inventivey these

compositions are for the most part very carefully elaborated and
., they contain few, if any, lapses or irrelevancies in detail. '

i
{

L o . Methodology |

Objectives

fhe primaryfobjéctivé of our study/was to describe instructioha] uses’
which teachers made of the principles-of PTS. In addition to this objec-

tive, wé also w;nted.to find out what_purpoées for writing tea&hers would

focus on. . .-

L . . . 3

AEJevgn teéchérs ffbm inner-city and'sdburbén.digtricts,partfcipate

in our sfﬁdy; The distribution of.feachérs‘by gradenlevels is shown in

Table 1.
. , . . A
Table 1: Grade Level Distribution of Teachers
—— . A N .
TGrade Level | - — -Number of Teachers
— 2/ 3% ‘ -
4 - 1
4/5* 1
5/6* 1
6. 1
R )
8 2
11/12* 1

~*Class split‘acroés two'gradé levels. = |

~

A

10

@
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Procedures ' oo . ' B R

- -

In June, a f1ve-day workshop was conducted for the teachers. ‘At the""

_ workshop, PTS was descrlpe eoret1ca11y and - teachers were given pract1ce

e

1n us1ng scor1ng gu1des related to "trad1t1ona1" PTS ass1gnments Time
was given to develop1ng or adapt1ng new assignments wh1ch were then _'
cr1t1qued by the group. o

' ro1low1ng this workshop, no contact occurred with the teachers until
the beginning of the fa1T'school term. Project’ staff thed sent out a
1etter of instructions for teachers to. use when. complet1ng the~c1ass

act1v1ty log wh1ch would show the assignment presented in class and the

act1v1t1es undertaken. Per1od1ca11y throughout the f1rst 12 weeks of

“the term, proJect staff obserbed each\part1c1pat1ng c]ass and 1nterv1ewed

each teacher. . Sl B :

-

Finally, two "booster" workshops were conducted (one in September and

onehin Dctober) to allow staff and teacners to meet for d1scuss1on of

> X \ R

,progress,ana‘problems,_ﬁ AR T | j

[ i

‘Ejndljngsf;;,.- ‘

5 o o s : !
Before d1scuss1ng\the spec1f1c usgs to wh1ch teachers app11ed PTS
\ .
some discussions of the ass1gnments they created w111 be helpful In th1s-

discussion, each teacher has been given a 1etter for 1dent1f1cat1on wh11e

_specific ass1gnmenfs rece1ved an 1dent1f1cat1on number. For example,

\

Table 2 shows that all teachers, except“teachepr, used the NAEP-developed

"Tenn1s Shoes" ass1gnment which is coded “#1.



B _ Table 2: oGrade Level by'Asqiénhent

P . | / ‘ ‘ e
| Teacher Grade Taught - |. 'lKhAssjgnmentaNﬂmber
A - 2/3 1,0, M .
- . B s . | 27,028, 29, 30, 3%, 32, 41|
_ \,} _ | |
e \Q;'_‘l 4/5 1, _.4 < _\
\k’, e .
SRR U7 R A B M
; - g - - ——
F \ 6 1, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 12-17
4y h ,'\l . [ j ' o
'. . . . fﬁ '
E o Ie.n ' 1 / N -
y » N //
o - s . /\ =
1 R -l 1,33, 38, 35
6 7 1,19, 24,25, 26
| J | 8 1, 19, 21, 22, 23
L H ] .'8,-' 1, 18, 1".9, 20 -
l ° . . h .
i T A, ) . ~ \~\‘. - .
K o N2 1, 36,737,138, 39, 40\\, ,

"Tah1e,2 shohs-for what grade level each aesignmenttwas intended. It
hdu1d a1so’appeah to indicate that grade level had Jitt]e;to do with
whether or not PTS was tried. 1In the case of one s1xth grade teacher,
exerc1seﬁ 12 17 ake 11sted as a\h1ock rather than each separate1y because
they were all on the same genera1 top1c -and'students had the optiun of

.ch0051ng which of.the ass1gnments ‘they wished to do.

12
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Category of Mode/Ass1gnment

Table 3 classifies ass1gnments by mode (express1ve, exp]anatory, and

Table 3:
/ | B < o , .. o
/ TExpressive Explanatory Persuasive ¥
\1 2
¥ ) .3
) v5 _
6 7
2 .
9 8 10 _
12 17. 13
. -14 }
16 - _ 15 :
~ 18 o . 17,
19 /\ , o .
20 - & 21 v
23 - 22 ‘ et
25 N, 24 |
%, -4;{,' T - ’ 2‘6 ’ '
iB? : 7 g 27 '_ |
29 . i ¢ .//
. 30 v &t \ '
3 31 \ R
. 32 \ 33
! 34 ‘ 35
36 36 ) '
— 38 37
39 40
41

persuas1ve) and reveals that express1ve and explanatory modes were about

’equa]]y used, w1th the persuas1ve mode gett1ng much 1ess attent1on A

[:

~" third 1nd1cat1on of Tab]e 3 is that“some ass1gnments were d1ff1cu1t to
categor1ze, e1ther because the 1anguage of the ass1gnment was not spec1f1c '

the ass1gnment seemed a comb1natton of modes (“Pretend you are

or because

- u) ' . '/ \\

and exp1a1n ___
: e S - —

B




\

N

o ©_“Table 41 Mode by Grade Level-
. . D ”
. _ —Wode/Assignment Number
Grade Level xpressive Explanatory ~ Persuasive !
2/3 : L 11 10
4 78, 29, 30, 31 | 27, 31, 32, 41 .
475 - 1, 4 L : ‘ -
5/6 1 Lo 2, 3 3
i b T, 55 04 7 9, g8, 14, 15, 1/ T 13
o 12, 16/
o 6// . /L '
\ 7 1,/ 19, 25 24, 26, 34 33, 35
- 8 v, 18, 19, 20, 23 | 21, ¢¢ | =
11/12 , T, 36, 39 - 36, 38 37, 40"

Table 4 shows mode of assignment by grade level. Again, the striking

fact 1s the m1n1ma1 use of the persuasive mode which was used once at
.~grade 2/3 tw1ce at 5/6, and twice at 11/12.

|
smal] and the data collect1on period -too br1ef to conc]ude that persuasive

The sample is surely too
writing-is used more at any part1cu1ar grade 1eve1,|1ndeed the data do
not, 1nd1cate that. We specu]ate that the apparent neglect of persuas1ve,
wr1t1ng in favor of the other modes may be a w1depsread s1tuat1on in wr1t-
ing classrooms, since the sample of teachers in th1s proJect js probably
as 11ke1y, if not more so, to teach all modes than are teachers general]y._
lehe h)gh school teacher in the proJect, a veteran of 17 years of teach1ng,
reports that one of her great d1scover1es during the study 1s that she has :
taught 11ttle/persuas1ve writing in the past and was not able spontaneously.f
-to/oresent to her students a reperto1re of rhetorical and sty11st1c strate-"
Kg1e5/usefgl/for persuasive writing, Wh‘Ch she could read11y do for expres-
.s1ve and explanatory modes She nonders, in.one of her Jjournal entries
‘during the project, how genera11y that is true of other writing teachers.
e - _

7
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An exam1:at1on of the ass1gnments shows that the purpose and/or
Ny

pr1mary trait of the ass1gnment 1s exp11c1t1y stated 1ess than ha1f of

the t1me, a1though it is near1y a1ways 1mp11c1t Nhen the purpose e
A o

exp1anat1on or persuas1on, the 1anguage is 11ke1y to 1nc1ude words 11ke
"exp1a1n,ﬁ vdescribe," "persuade,” and “convince" whereas it often seems
~superf1ous to uze the word "express"\nn ‘pieces where the purpose is
’*express1on " Where scor1ng gu1des are- prov1ded purpose is nearly a1ways=~
present in a statement of the pr1mary trait. Some of the- ass1gnments can
be 1nterpreted in severa1 ways, and 1ndeed some students who responded to |
an\ass1gnment to ‘exp1a1n c1ear1y what schoo1 is like"° descr1bed the g .
' phys1ca1 appearance and . the schedu1e of the school, whereas/others wrote
‘what school feels like to them as they experfénce it, whether they 11ke
or dislike it. Severa1 assxgn:ents spec1fy a le of modes by ask1ng
students both to descr1be or exp1a1n someth1ng and te11 how they fee1
about it. . ! |

The assignments c1ear1y set out in whose vo1ce the p1ece 1s to. be wr1t-f;
ten or it is apparent from the context that it 1s 1ntended to be the stu-
v dent S owA ' The 1ntended aud1ence for the wr1t1ng is far 1ess often men- f
t1oned (on1y about 25 percent of the ass1gnments spec1fy an aud1ence) nih o
_mak1ng these statements it must be kept 1n m1nd that, in the typ1ca1 class-
room in th1s study, cons1derab1e pre-wr1t1ng t1v1ty occurred and teacherstl
were 11ke1y to c1ar1fy ora11y aspects of the ass1gnme5ts that were not in

!

the wr1tten vers1ons It is a1so the case that some oral 1nformat1on about ,
° N .

'_strateg1es to use in achieving the purpose of the wr1t1ng was g1ven even

though few of the written ass1gnments spec1fy those. Somet1mes it is not

H"”ent1re1y clear whether language in the wr1tten ass1gnment 1ntends to spe11

,’ﬁ\out a purpose or-a strategy for reach1ng the purpose. f -

15 e
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Constructlon of_a. scor1ng gu1de appears to. demand and résult in greater '

) ~'spec1f1c1ty of purpose than does construct1on of -an. ass1gnment, a1though
) g
severa1 teachers in the’ proJect app11ed a’'very genera] gu1de wh1ch cou1d

be adapted to any ass1onment When that was done, the scoring categor1es

'tended to. be (1) Tittle or no ach1evement of the purpose of the ass1gnment
b —
, '(2) some ach1evement of the purpose, (3) good or successfu1 ach1evement, and

(4) 1nvent1ve and cons1stent (contro]led, systemat1c, etc. ) ach1evement of
Ve

,/impurpose. A number of the scoring gu1des emphas1ze organ1zat1on and form as

~

cr1ter1a, somet1mes quant1ty of detail or argument or use of ‘a part1cu1ar .

\

- type of language d1fferent1ates categor1es. Frequently some specification

. ‘about "d1stract1ng" errors (grammar, mechan1cs) is added.to the content-

"or1ented criteria in the categor1es.

-

Three of the 16 scoring gu1des provided were student- generated + The [
1anguage in those differs 11tt1e from that of the teacher-made gu1des.

Teathers viewed student part1c1pat1on in scoring gu1de construction as al

~ : l

good 1earn1ng exper1ence “and were genera11y pleased w1th students ab111ty
/

to dev1se criteria and to.score the1r own or peers’ pépers using the gufdes.

Near]y a11 gu1des exh1b1t some abstract 1anguage which admits of subgec%1ve

- Judgement on the part of the reader\and test1f1e"to the d1ff1cu1ty o?Lform-

A

"ulatjng criteria 1n spechlc terms. ' - e 1
Uses L N .o _ S B

0 -

Teachers part1c1pat1ng in the proJect found severa1 pedagog1ca purpoSes‘
for PTS.  In this sert1on -we review and d1scuss them. It should" ge noted'
that teachers var1ed in the1r w1111ngness to try PTS On at Teast two
'h occas1ons, "however, teachers were brought together to share the1r exper1-}
: ences.' It was hoped that “such shar1ng wou]d st1mu1ate 1nterest as well as

E serv1ng to rem1nd teachers of the support available from the group.

N '
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’ D1agnos1s.' By “d1agnos1s“ we mean a process wh1ch begins with the

teacher ask1ng 9tudents to write. to a spec1f1C*taSk i Th1s wr1t1ng 1s done
; .\9.;
{ ear]y 1n ghe school year and is underta& n after a m1n1mum of 1nstruct1on.x

Once the samples are wr1tten,.the teache analyzes the, papers to get a gen-

.\

' era] idea of the students strength} and weaknesses. Usually, then, this

r

general 1mpress1on will 1nf1uence the subsequent plann1ng and de11very of
spec1f1c dessons. '
v Three occurrences of PTS for d1agnos1s were reported among the cooper- %?_

at1ng teachers. Teacher F used a class1c PTS ass1gnment for her class pre-

v

) test but then eva]uated them ho]1st1ca11y. Teacher D, who is & remedial

* e

read1ng specialist, used a PTS ass1gnment as a d1agnost1c device and then

‘used the student papers as a way of pred1ct1ng read1ng d1ff1cu]t1es ma1n

-~

"“jdeas, deta11s, spe111ng, etc.

* Teachers in one district dec1ded to use the PTS exercise’ “Tenn1s‘Shoes“
as the Jun1or h1gh school d1str1ct-w1de pre-test. Four junior h1gh school
teachers from the district, 1nc1ud1no two*of three department chairs and
the d1s§h1ct 1anguage arts. coordinator, participated in this study_“ They

v_persuaded their colleagues to use the PTS exertise.as the pre-test wh1ch
w111 be f11ed 1n each student's wr1t1ng folder and which will prov1de a
baseline for gauging wr1tfng deve]opment through Jun1or h1gh

P e taan SRR LN

Formulat1ng ass1gnments.. Every teacher in the_proJect reported us1ng

PTS to- formulate ass1gnments.' This use included identifying the purpose of

-~

the writing as well as clar1fy1ng speaker/sub{ect/aud1ence relationships.

0ne teacher said “PTS”works because 1t‘he1ps me to know what I want to do;'
\o

. ) ! v
tudy. . ) g . ' -

[

a statement ?Zde in one fJ\m or. another by almost every participant - -at some

‘ , ’, ‘
- B . e
'A v

Ty
'

.point{in the




What is less clear 1s the extent~to~wh4ch—thinking;about~P+S influ-
enced ass1gnments that do not. appearﬁto meet PTS cr1ter1a. An examtnatfon .
.'»of ‘the- ass1gnments made revea1s a great var1at1on in the spec1f1c1ty and\ ';as\,
e]aborat1on conta1ned w1th1n the ass1gnm§nts. Some do not c1ear1y 1nd1- -
cate a’ mode or purpose nor do they seem to 1dent1fy a pr1mary tra1t.i
Somet1 es the lack Qf spec1f1c1ty resu1ted in 1nd1v1dua1s 1n the same
c1ass nt>t1ng in different modesg | | ;( e ST N
>  For examp]e, one class was asked to expla}n what schdol is like. Soe
1nd1v1dua3s wrote papers which ‘were c1ear1y exp1anatory they descr1bed
. the phy$1c§J propert1es of the bu11d1ng and/or deta11ed chronolog1ca11y a
.school “day. Other'students began writing chronolog1ca11y, but with the
emphas1s on the1r 1nd1v1dua1 day. Th1s ‘seemed to 1ead natura11y to
wr1t1ng about ‘their react1ons to 1nd1v1dua1 teachers and courses. Thus, .
" -they copverted (some might say - subverted) the task to -an express1ve one.
‘ " This was an 1dea1 opportunity for the teacher to: po1q£,out the. d1fferent
strateg1es individuals had usedégnd to show students how. theynhad changed

the purpose. Instead a11 papers-were accepted w1thout comment.

£
X

Ana]yz1ng students’ wr1t1ng, By th1s we mean the use of PTS and the

scoring guides to understand what the student wrote and how it m1ght have -
been 1mproved This is d1fferent from ass1gn1ng a grade in that 1t pro-
. v1des specific feedback to the- wr1ter about what he 'did and what he m1ght
do to improve his wr1t1ng : It 1s an act1v1ty‘whach the teacher undertakes
1n order to. understand the writer as much as to understand ‘the wr1t1ng B

Several teachers made use of PTS in th1s way, comment1ng "PTS really he]ps

me see if students are ab1e to fo]1ow d1rect1ons <and get across the idea

, N
they are trying to get across. F1owery 1anguage might sound good, but if

t doesn’ t __v.ar"+h1ng, what use is it?"

e ...f - - 18 | o
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Respond1ng to students writing. Thﬁs activ{ty is related to Ena1ysis.

|

of student wr1t1ng, but goes to’ the next step _ a tua11y de1fvering feed-

S .
back Currené wr1t1ng research has shown the re1at1ve1y m1nor va1ue of ’ (

much of the marg1na11a t'achers often wr1te on- students' papers. " For some

L]
1

ofﬁthe teachers in the project, PTS(prov1ded a way of response.o “PTS

scor1ng is usefu1 for f1rjt drafts on1y, as a tqpl to 1mprove student .(k/_l
wr1t1ngs." Fhis 1s an 1mportant 1ns1ght Th1s teacher -as do. severaf
others,.. d1v1des the development of a‘%1ece of. wr1t1ng into seyera1 stages..
The f1rst draft is the draft wh1ch verba11zes main 1deas, shapes the argu-
ment etc. Therefore, attent1on to~mechan1ca1 and grammat1ca1 flaws may
| be counter product1ve in the reader 3 response. PTS, with 1ts emphas1s on )
purpose, aud1ence, and rhetor1ca1 s1tuat1on, provides a way of reSpond1ng
_ appropr1ate1y?to@£he 1deas/expressed in the f1rst draft. Once purpose '
and strategy are c1ar1f1ed, subsequent drafts can be used to t1ghten
L organ1zat1on, smooth tran51t1on, and correct mechanics.. ﬁ B

Eva1uat1on/gradfgg. Given that PTS was originally formu1at°d for

v

_ eva1uat1ng wr1t1ng, 1t may seem- surpr1s1ng that few of the gart1c1pat1ng

teachers used” it in, thaﬁ)way.. Part]y this phenomenon can be exp1a1ned by
grade wr1t1ng s1nce "’{"

).
r,.;

the fact that many teachers in the group do not

gradwng may resu1t in a rea1 reduct1on of children’ s w1111ngness to write.

Other teachers used PTS as part /, grad1ng4$che.e, but a1so f1gured in

po1nts for grammat1ca1 correctness mechan1cs, etc. For these teachers,'

PTS is too 11m1ted to use for generat1 a grade. However, it is 1nter-‘

esting to note that one teacher sa1d that "PTS g1ve me-a better way to .

\ o
explain to parents what the students grades mean._ b




" Another teacher sa1d thatk“the d1st1nct1ons between the four categor-
1es are not clear enough to use as.a grad1ng too1 "f This 1s a cur1ous
observat1on, un1ess by "c1ear" the teacher means “comprehens1ve; ; It 1s
true that 1n wo:;ﬁhops 1ntended to 1ntroduce teachers to PTS the most dif- ( .

' f1cu1t po1nt for' teachers to accept is that a paper f111ed with spelling
' errors and “grammar errors cou]d mer1t a 4 wh11e a mechan1ca11y perfect =
paper cou1d rate only a 1. While" teachers apprec1ate the.perceived |
"obJect1V1ty“ of the scor1ng gu1de, they are unmoved by 1ts lack: of atten- -
tion to the traditionaﬂj"know1edge" of Eng11sh teachers: ~ spe111ng, gram- |
- mar, and mechanics. . | ' ‘

Peerlevaluation: Many of the part1c1pat1ng teachers used PTS for peer

ed;t1ng and eva1u%t1on. Char1es R. Cooper (1977a) describes peer ed1t1ng ’
as a potent1a11y powerﬁg1 act1v1ty but cautions that“sfﬂdents need guid- -
| ance when funct1on1ﬁg in the ed1tor ro]e.{ This gu1dance can be furnished,
\teacher; found by prov1d1ng students w1th a copy of the scor1ng guide to
1ﬁ§£ as a base from wh1ch to respond to other students' papers.

'\ Typ1ca11y, the students are. asked to aSS1gn a score point from the

ating sca1e to the1r peer partner 3 paper and then to justify the1r award

] wr1t1ng w1th reference to the score point' s def1n1t1on. This act1v1ty .

does at 1east three th1ngs.. R ' y -}:j;

1 .
It prov1des another opportun1ty for each student to examine the
-purpose and trait in each assignment. As such, it reinforces the
student s pr1or 1earn1ng in qnother learning. moda11ty.

It he1ps the peer ed1tor 1earn "how to“prOV1de feedbac% which is -
purposefu] and he1pfu1

i : . - /

It creates a genu1ne need to write,. s1nce the response must be 3
\wr1tten. oo o .- . : . . \

il B : J '. yd -

20 a




18 ‘
- S o N
| A 1og1ca1 followup to th1s act1v1ty ‘was developed by several teacherc
1n thq proJect Students were 1nv1ted to create the scoring gu1des,
art1cu1at1ng the d1fferences marked by each score po1nt Th1s act1v1ty
ould eather be done as a pre wr1t1ng act1v1ty or as a ste between “the

%f first and‘second‘drafts.‘ In either case 1t helped students d1scover and

gorrect knesses in the1r own papers. C e )

S TR

' Impr0ved read1¥g, Th1s use of PTS was a total]iNNhantJC1pated outcome

&1’

of the study. 0ne teacher who is a remed1a1 read1ng spec1a11stQ used PTS

to. he1p 1mprove read1ng Partly, th1s 1s the result of her own emphas1s
on 1anguage exper1ence where1n/ch11dren pract1ce read1ng texts which they
have wr1tten. Partly, however, this use of PTS may be’ related to the
: mot1vat1on provided by the actual ass1gnmgnts. The teacher ment1ons the
case of one student who was ,often absent because of d1sc1p11nary prob- '
6£ms, Yet, when'he was,mh class, he speC1f1ca11y asked to be a]lowed
to write his story. (0ther/part1c1pat1ng teachers ment1oned th1s same
phenomenon \\%‘problerﬁ/ll ch11dren asking perm1ss1o to, do the wr1t1ng act1v-_ _
City. Nh11e we do not know with certa1nty, it seems 11ke1y that th1s
tresu]ts fron&a need for se]f expression, wh1ch is often rel%ted to "acting
out" behaV1ors and a desire to. engage in a task on- wh1ch the student will
ﬂa’be successful s1nce PTS does not pena11ze the student for his/her 1ack
of control of spe111ng and mechan1ca1 convent1Zns )
The othggmteacher who C1ted 1mproved read1ng was the high school B
teacher. She observed that her students began to recogn1ze “pr1mary -
tra1ts" in the texts they\read as 11terary models. Not only were the
tra1ts recognized, but students could ta]k about the1r use and value in

~ . ' o f"‘:* o

- attaﬁning the purpose-of the.text. o a"




- This attent1on to read1ng ‘as a result of wr1ting is hot new in the’

research 11terature. ‘However, the specif1c use of primary tra1ts to - _

: ach1eve purpose nn 11terature 1s provocat1ve and deserves further 1nves-»

t1gat1on.-

Ko - - “Conclusions and Discussion
A4 ' \vo o o . ) .
T ' N -

“ It is 1mportant to rem1nd the reader again'of“two constraints on our
work F1rst we worked w1th on1y 1 teachers. ‘We made no attempt to'
construct sc1ent1f1ca11y a samp1e of the teacher popu1at1on. Therefore,

the reader must be extremely cautious about genera1121ng from the expe-

,'rfence of these teachers. Second we tracked the teachers activities for

1ess than one’ schoo1 term. “In one case, the per1od of teacher/student

contact was less than f1ve weeks. In no case was it 1onger than twelve
weeks. Nr1t1ng skill deve1ops very s1ow1y. Forlthat reason, we do not
specu1ate about change 1n students’ wr1t1ng sk111 Indeed 'we made no

systemat1c attempt to col1ect or ana1yze students papers. In only one

o case did we talk to students about the1r exper1ence.

- Nevertheless, the teachers engaged in th1s study did f1nd a,  number of

. ways to ut111ze PTS and the pr1nc1p1es 1nherent int. Nh11e these uses

have been descr1bed above, this sect1on -of the report will focus on only

—-a. few of these ‘and will offer.;omments about the 1mp11cat1ons of PTS

Teachers in th1s project ‘substantiated three outcomes of part1cu1ar ;
signiffcance and he1ped'identify two areas which deserve future attent1on.
F1rst the three outcomes w111 be descr1bed
and

"]. PTS he1 ed teachers c1ar1f the purposes of 1nstruct1on

elpe em to make clearer assi nments. thoug oS ens1b1y
fdcuses the writer's attention on tﬁeqpurpose to be -achieved,

»
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several teachers reported that in planning instruction they found
‘ themselves pushed to be more clear, Before they could identify
! the primary trait, they had-to understand the purpose of the .
' +writing, and therefore the purpose of instruction. As-a result, -
they planned more cgrefu]ly‘and_wére‘able‘to deliver more sharply
" focused lessons. Moreover, the need to define with distinctness . . z
_the various score points led to a new:objectivity in grading. and’ 5,
evaluating since personal preference was -replaced with a public,
predetermined sét of criteria. ' e R

PTS as an evaluation tool was more useful at some stages of the
writing process than at others. - None O e teachers who use

PTS for evaluation was catistied with it as a total measure. It
is simply not sensitive to many of the factors which, to the
teacher, comprise a well-written paper. However, these same
teachers were pleased to discover that PTS was extremely helpful

at the first-draft stage since it forced them to limit their view =
of the students' papers. Rather than trying to note all of the -
paper's faults, the teachers focused only on the .degree of .attain-
ment of tne primary trait. This provided enough information to

the student writer to allow significant improvement without over-
whelming--and discouraging--the writer. : '

-3, PTS is a valuable device for indirect teaching. When peer editors
used the. scoring guides to comment on their partner's papers,
a second presentation of ‘the instruction-was made. However, here
the student was not being asked to_apply the instruction directly
to his‘own case, but rather, to use the.instruction while looking
“at how another student had solved the same rhetorical problem.
This second chance to learn will result in studénts learning the

material more completely,:it is felt.
" An important unantic;pated oufcomé of the.projé;t'Waé the effect of -
PTS on student.reading_ability. _Thélrelationshﬁp betheén_feading and
writing is suggesteﬁ by the research éonducted by scbemé theorists and

”brdvidéS"gbme~of~the‘thgoggtjggl basis for the 1anguhge experience

.approhch to reading.. Among pqrfici#at{;§<téaEﬁEFEi‘twq:mentJonedhghqy__v_
their students’ reading had‘beén poSitive]y affected by PTS principles.
..The fe]ationship'déservéé attention in further studies designed specifi-
.',ca11y to determine,hndef~what{éondjtions and to what‘extent’the rélation-

ship exists. .

23
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" Not the Teast of the difficulties which these teachers encountered was

that. of def1"‘"9’ or d‘SCOV9r1"9 a pr1mary tra1t While the teachers were,/”

’ '

qu1te cTear about the three maJor purposes of writing, they were Tess abTe
I
to art1cuTate the trait. \UnTess th1s probTem could be surmounted teach-

ers would" have been. unabTe to cont1nue w1th the project. They woqu have
been forced to faTT back on the grammar texts, or the pTeasurabTe nactivi-

m -

- ties" they were accustomed to.

¢ %

In his discussion of identify}ng’kindsVof discourse, LToyd-Jones
(1977) points out that he imagines that "most teachers pract1ced in creat-
ing cTassroom exercises will also create the s1tuat1ons fqrst. Then they
can anaTyze the rhetor1caT 1mpT1cat1ons, pTac1ng ‘the exerc1se on the
modeT th1s w1TT serve as an a1d 1n discovering the features wh1ch char-
acter1ze wr1t1ng in the prescr1bed mode" (emphas1s added)

' In a sense, then, the score po1nt on a paper represents 1ts hoT1st1c
1mpress1on on us. The def1n1t1on of the po1nt however, is rendered in
quaT1tat1ve terms wh1ch say someth1ng about the use of the rhetor1caT
strategy we're 1nterested in: the primary trait. For purposes of
1nformaT assessment rhetor1ca1 analysis after the fact is sat1sfactory” .

\ for LToyd-Jones. If, however, we want to cohvert this. to. a teach1ng" |
system we shoqu def1ne the tra1ts and then dev1se the exercises.

The vaTue of such an organ1zat1on is that 1t woqu perm1t deveTopment

';““of—a~curr1culum of-writing- not based-on, the—JeveT of -the sentence. It

\

in the best sense, from authent1c,'

woqu'aTso separate'Tearning to write,
/

ch1Td-sponsored wr1t1ng //

[

From anaTys1s of teacher logs compTeted for th1s proJect it-is ev1-

dent that teachers cont1nued to instruct students\nn trad1t1onaT English-

teacher_knowTedge3~ Instruct1on cont1nued to focus on correct word choice

-/
o /
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(affect/effect, it! s/1ts, there/the1r/they re); on definitions of parts
of speech; on organ1zation-1n wr1t1ng, and on the avoidance of sentence
fragments and run-on sentences. Of ten this resu1ted from a similar empha-.
sis in the class text. But it's also. the material that teachers know how.’
to teach and that they claim parents want their ch14dren to Tearn The

| result, of coursf, is that by the time the students are in high school

they know the term "reTat1ve clause" but, are unable’ to def1ne it, even
though thev use relative clauses competentTy By focus1ng on rhetor1ca1 i
strateg1es, teachers may be able to-shift the1r attent1on off the sen-
tence_to a richer level. A taxonomy of tra1ts would be requ1red before
teachens could abandon their traditional 1nstruct1on.

Moreover, such a taxonomy coqu heTp teachers and students separatel
for purposec of teaching. and 1earn1ng the two d1st1nct acts of wr1t1ng |
and learning to write. Here we must be carefuT Such a separat1on, if
pushed too far, would be d1sastrous for wr1ters. However, the sink. or
swim approach often seen does not seem to have any 1ast1ng effect. Teach-_
ers-are quite competent to teach‘strategies for solving communication

problems. These strateg1es can be 1dent1f1ed, 1solated taught:’and
pract1ced much the same way that the subsk111s of read1ng or mathematics

.are. }héﬁ?“Wng "the. need for such skill arises; the studént is “able to

tethe'situation_and employ the appropriate'rhetoricaT strategy.
This 1ﬁent1f1cat1on of and direct teach1ng of rhetorical strateg1es yas
prec1sehy the. method empToyed by Teacher X with her high schooT cTass
~Nheth r 1t m1ght work for younger wr1ters was not tested However, the

: 1dent1f1cat1on of strateg1es is a necessary f1rst step w1thout wh1ch the \

effort is doomed to fail. The pressure of time and the ready access to a

text comb1ne to make “such an act1v1ty on a teacher! s part highly un11ke1y.

25



- 23

(. ' Bibliography

. oi\ |
Cooper Charles R "Holist1c Eva]uat1on of Writing." In Eva]uating
Writing: Describim Measur1n Judging, edited by Charles’ ooper
. ounc11 of Teachers of Eng]1sh

Cooper, Charles R., and 0Odell, Lee. Evaluating wr1t1n9 Descr1b1ngz
Measurind, Judging. Urbana, IL: National Counci .of Teachers of '

. EngTish, 197/.

~Cooper, Charles R4, and Odell Lee. Research on Composiog. 'Urbana,.ILf

- NWMH of Teachers of Eng1ish, 178,

Jowett, Benjamin, and Twining, Thomas, trans]ators Aristotle's Politics
" and: Poetics. New. York: V1k1ng Press, 1957.° :

]

, Kinheavy, James L. A Theory of . D1scourse >New Yorkf-'w; W. Norton, 1980.

; Klaus, Carl H.
and Learn1ng n . . 5, MO:
198¢.- e S . SR

An A_E_oach to Writing
: CEMREL, Inc .

Klaus, Carl H. Compos1ng Ch11dhood Experiences: _An 'oach to wr1t1n )
and Learning in’ the E1ementary Grades. St. Lou1s. .. CEMREL, Inc R

. T9BT. Yo, . N

’ L1oyd -Jones, R1chard “Pr1mary Trait:Scoring." In Evaluating Wr1t1hg_
: . Descr1b1ngE MeasurmgE Judging, edited by Charles R. Cooper and Lee
0de r ana, ationa Counc11 of Teacher of Engl1sh 1977.
AJ
Moffett James. Teaching the Un1Verse of D1scourse Boston, MA:
Houghton Mifflin, 1968. . :

!

Spande] V1ck1 Classroom Applications of Nr1t1n- Assesswent A:

Teacher's Handbook. - Portland, Rr earinghouse App

. mance Testing, Northwest Reg1ona d cat1ona1 Laboratory, 1981.
Spande] Vicki, and Stiggins, Richard J ZD1rect Measures of Writin

Skil1l: Issues and Applications. Revised Edition. Portiand, OR:

TTearinghouse for Applied Pertormance Testing, Northwest Reg1ona1

Educat1ona1 Laboratory, 1980 .

Perfor-

7




